IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 95-60160
Conf er ence Cal endar

PATRI CK STEWART,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
JIMM E CARLI SLE, Cpt., George Co.
C.WC. , ET AL.
Def endant s,
SABRI NA MARTI N, Director of
O fender Services, SMC.1I.,
ET AL.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 1:92-CV-434-RR
(Cct ober 18, 1995)

Before PCOLI TZ, Chief Judge, and REAVLEY and SMTH, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Patrick Stewart appeals the denial of his notion brought
pursuant to Fed. R CGv. P. 60(b). H's notion for correction of
the record is DENI ED as unnecessary. W review for abuse of

di scretion. Aucoin v. K-Mart Apparel Fashion Corp., 943 F. 2d 6,

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.



No. 95-60160

-2-
8 (5th Cr. 1991). "It is not enough that the granting of relief
m ght have been perm ssible, or even warranted -- denial nust

have been so unwarranted as to constitute an abuse of

di scretion."” Seven Elves, Inc. v. Eskenazi, 635 F.2d 396, 402

(5th Gir. Unit A 1981).

The record indicates that Stewart failed to informthe court
of any transfer between October 1993 and the date in January in
whi ch the court signed the order and judgnent dism ssing
Stewart's case. Mdreover, Stewart's exhibits do not indicate a
housi ng transfer between Cctober 1993 and January 1994. Furt her,
a review of the disclosure formwhich the district court required
Stewart to conplete and to file indicates that the questions were
factual in nature and did not require necessarily the use of a
law library in order to conplete the form Stewart does not deny
that he received the form He nerely contends that he did not
receive it until January 19, 1994. Under these circunstances,
the district court did not abuse its discretion in denying the
Rul e 60(b) notion. See Aucoin, 943 F.2d at 8-9.

To the extent that Stewart argues that the district court
erred by delaying any evidentiary hearing before the judgnent of
di sm ssal and that the court violated Fed. R Cv. P. 16(b)(5),
these matters were not raised in the district court. This court
need not address issues not considered by the district court.
"[l]ssues raised for the first tinme on appeal are not reviewable
by this court unless they involve purely |legal questions and

failure to consider themwould result in manifest injustice."
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Varnado v. Lynaugh, 920 F.2d 320, 321 (5th G r. 1991) (internal

quotation and citation omtted).

AFF| RMED.



